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REMARKS 

Claims 1-3, 10, 11, 13, and 15-20 are pending in the present application. Claim 14 is 
hereby canceled. Claims 15-20 are new. Claims 1-3, 10, and 13 have been amended. Claims 1, 3, 
and 13 are independent claims. The Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider the 
outstanding rejections in view of the above amendments and the following remarks. 

Interview of June 28, 2007 

Applicants wish to thank Examiner Todd Ingberg for taking the time to discuss the 
present application with Applicants' representative, Jason Rhodes (Reg. No. 47,305), during the 
personal interview on June 28, 2007. 

Prior Art Discussed: Template Software product line released in 1997. 

General Results: The parties discussed various aspects of the present invention that 
might patentably distinguish over the art of record. Two aspects of the invention were 
specifically identified as possible points of novelty. The first aspect was the ability to 
automatically generate respective code (scripts) for both the client and server based on a single 
drag and drop, while hiding the distinction between the client and server sides. The second 
aspect was the ability to treat a previously designed page as an object and design a subsequent 
page to invoke methods of the previously designed page, e.g., using the POC illustrated in Fig. 7. 
In response to the interview interview, proposed claim amendments were drafted and forwarded 
to the Examiner for review. Tentative agreement was reached that the proposed claim 
amendments would be sufficient to overcome the current rejection. 1 



Applicants note that the above amendment of claim 3 is a modification of the proposed amendment previously 
forwarded to the Examiner. However, it is respectfully submitted that the elements of the proposed amendment 
distinguishing over Template Software has been retained in the above amendment. 
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Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claims 1-3, 10-11, and 13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated 
by the Template Software product line released in 1997. 

Claim 1 

As amended, independent claim 1 now recites automatically creating client and server 
scripts for an object that has been dragged and dropped into a display portion representing a 
page. One of these scripts is executable to send an event related to the particular object, the other 
script being executable to handle the event. Amended claim 1 further recites that the user 
interface represents the client and server runtime environments as a single unified environment 
to the designer. 

It is respectfully submitted that these amendments are consistent with the first aspect of 
the invention discussed during the June 28, 2007 interview as a possible point of novelty. 
Support for such amendments can be found in the specification at, e.g., page 16, line 23 - page 
18, line 16. 

Applicants respectfully submit that Template Software fails to teach or suggest the 
automatic generation of both client and server script based on a single object being dragged and 
dropped into a display portion representing a page. Thus, Template Software does not teach or 
suggest every claimed element of claim 1. 

Claim 3 

As amended, independent claim 3 now recites dragging and dropping objects into display 
portions corresponding to first and second pages, respectively. Further, claim 3 recites 
representing the second page as a page object, and configuring a dragged-and-dropped object in 
the first page to include a call to a method of the second page. According to claim 3, the system 
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automatically generates code for the first page to invoke the method of the second page in 
response to an event. 

Applicants submit that the above amendments are consistent with the second aspect 
identified during the June 28, 2007 interview as another possible point of novelty. Support for 
this amendment can be found at, e.g., page 22, lines 14-29; page 24, line 1 - page 29, line 4; Figs. 
6-7. 

It is respectfully submitted that Template Software fails to teach or suggest representing a 
designed page as an object, and designing another page to include a call to a method in that 
object. Thus, Template Software fails to teach or suggest every claimed feature of claim 3. 

Claim 13 

As amended, independent claim 13 now recites utilizing a design-time control to 
configure a method, property, and event associated with an object that has been dragged and 
dropped into a display portion representing a page. This design-time control is also used for 
designating whether the event should occur at the server or the client. Further, according to 
amended claim 13, server and client scripts are automatically created such that one of these 
scripts is executable to send the event, and the other script is executable to handle the event, 
based on the designation of where the event should occur. 

Support for the above amendments can be found in the specification at, e.g., page 7, line 
22 - page 8, line 7; page 17, line 20 - page 18, line 24. 

Applicants submit that Template Software does not teach or suggest the automatic 
generation of both client and server scripts based on a dragged and dropped object. Further, 
Applicants submit that Template Software does teach or suggest the use of a design-time control 
to designate whether an event associated with the object should occur at the client or server, in 
order to generate appropriate client and server scripts for the object. Thus, Template Software 
does not teach or suggest every element recited in claim 13. 
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Withdrawal of Rejection Requested 

At least for the reasons set forth above, Applicants submit that independent claims 1,3, 
and 13 are in condition for allowance. Further, claims 2 and 10-11 are allowable at least by 
virtue of their dependency on claims 1 and 3. Therefore, the Examiner is respectfully requested 
to reconsider and withdraw this rejection. 



In view of the above amendments and remarks, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
reconsider the outstanding rejections and issue a Notice of Allowance in the present application. 

However, should the Examiner believe that any outstanding matters remain in the present 
application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact Jason Rhodes (Reg. No. 47,305) at 
(703) 208-401 1 to discuss the present application. 

If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, and future replies 
to charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 02-2448 for any additional 
fees required under 37 C.F.R. § § 1.16 or 1.17; particularly, extension of time fees. 

Dated: December 31, 2007 Respectfully submitted, 



Conclusion 
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